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I dentification of Additional Ozone Areas Attaining the 1-
Hour Standard and to Which the 1-Hour Standard is No Longer
Appl i cabl e

AGENCY: Environnental Protection Agency (EPA).

ACTION:  Final rule.

SUMVARY: On May 18, 1998, the EPA published a proposal to
approve the identification of additional ozone areas
attaining the 1-hour standard and to which the 1-hour
standard is no | onger applicable. The coment period

concl uded on June 17, 1998. Comments were received on the
proposal during the conment period. Today, the EPA is
addressing the comments and taking final action to approve
the identification of six additional ozone areas attaining
t he 1-hour standard and to which the 1-hour standard is no
| onger applicable. Upon pronulgation of this action, the
Code of Federal Regulations (CFR) for ozone will be anmended
to reflect such changes. Additionally, today s action is
consistent wwth the President’s nenorandum of July 16, 1997.
The President’s nmenorandum called for EPA to publish an
action identifying ozone areas to which the 1-hour standard

will cease to apply because they have not neasured a current



viol ation of the 1-hour standard. For all other areas, the
1-hour standard will continue to apply. Furthernore, this
action is being taken as indicated in the direct final rule
publ i shed on January 16, 1998, which, due to the receipt of
adverse comments, was w thdrawn on March 16, 1998 and
subsequently converted to a proposal. On June 5, 1998, the
Agency pronul gated a final rule, effective i mediately,
respondi ng to the adverse comments, thus conpleting the
action identifying ozone areas where the 1-hour standard is
no | onger applicable. According to the final rule, the
Agency intended to publish, in early 1998, a subsequent
docunent which takes sim/lar action to revoke the 1-hour
standard in additional areas that have air quality that does
not violate the 1-hour standard. The six additional areas
identified today are: Dayton-Springfield, Chio; Detroit-
Ann Arbor, M chigan; Warrick County, |Indiana; G and Rapids,
M chi gan; Poughkeepsi e, New York; and Mdrgan County,

Kent ucky.

DATES: This action will be effective on [insert date of
publ i cation].

ADDRESSES: Docunents relevant to this rul emaking are

avail abl e for inspection at the Air and Radi ati on Docket and
I nformation Center (6101), Attention: Docket No. A-98-19,

U.S. Environnental Protection Agency, 401 M Street SW Room



M 1500, Washi ngton, DC 20460, tel ephone (202) 260-7548,
between 8:00 a.m and 4:00 p.m, Monday through Friday,
excluding | egal holidays. A reasonable fee may be charged
for copying.

FOR FURTHER | NFORMATI ON CONTACT: Questions concerning this
noti ce should be addressed to Annie N kbakht (policy) or
Barry Glbert (air quality data), Ofice of Air Quality

Pl anni ng and Standards, Air Quality Strategies and Standards
Di vi sion, Ozone Policy and Strategies Goup, M>15, Research
Triangle Park, NC 27711, tel ephone (919) 541-5246/5238. In
addition, the follow ng Regional contacts may be called for
i ndi vidual information regarding nonitoring data and policy
matters specific for each Regional Ofice s geographic area:
Region Il - Ray Werner, (212) 637-3706

Region IV - Kay Prince, (404) 562-9026

Region V - Todd Nettesheim (312) 353-9153

SUPPLEMENTARY | NFORMATI ON:  El ectronic Availability - The
official record for this final rule, as well as the public
version, has been established under docket nunber A-98-109.
A public version of this record which does not include any
information clainmed as Confidential Business Information is

avail able for inspection from8:00 a.m to 4:00 p.m, Mnday



t hrough Friday, excluding |egal holidays. The official
final rulemaking record is |located at the address in
ADDRESSES at the beginning of this docunent.
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Backgr ound

On July 16, 1997, the President issued a nenorandum (62
FR 38421, July 18, 1997) to the Adm nistrator of the EPA
whi ch indicates that within 90 days of pronul gation of the
new 8- hour standard, the EPA will publish an action
identifying ozone areas to which the 1-hour standard wll
cease to apply. The nenorandum states that for areas where
the air quality does not currently attain the 1-hour
standard, the 1-hour standard will continue in effect. The
provi sions of subpart 2 of title I of the Cean Air Act

(Act) would also apply to currently desi gnated nonattai nnment



areas until such tine as each area has air quality neeting
t he 1-hour standard.

On July 18, 1997 (62 FR 38856), EPA pronul gated a
regul ation replacing the 1-hour ozone standard with an 8-
hour standard at a level of 0.08 parts per mllion (ppm.
The formof the 8-hour standard is based on the 3-year
average of the annual fourth-highest daily maxi num 8- hour
average ozone concentrations neasured at each nonitor within
an area. The new primary standard, which becane effective
on Septenber 16, 1997, will provide increased protection to
the public, especially children and other at-risk
popul ations. On July 18, 1997, EPA al so pronul gated
regul ations providing that revocation of the 1-hour ozone
national anbient air quality standard (NAAQS) woul d occur on
an area-by-area basis when EPA determ ned that an area was
nmeeting the 1-hour NAAQS. This was done in order to
facilitate continuity in public health protection during the
transition to the new NAAQS.

Therefore, on January 16, 1998, in accordance with the
President’s menorandum and the regul ati ons pronul gated on
July 18, 1997, the Agency issued a direct final rule (63 FR
2726) which identified ozone areas to which the 1-hour
standard will cease to apply because they have not neasured

a current violation of the 1-hour standard. For all other



areas, the 1-hour standard will continue to apply. However,
due to the recei pt of adverse comments, the direct fina
action was wthdrawn on March 16, 1998 (63 FR 12652) and
converted to a proposed rule that had previously been
publ i shed on January 16, 1998 (63 FR 2804). The Agency
summari zed and addressed all relevant public comments in a
subsequent final rule, published and effective on June 5,
1998 (63 FR 31014). According to the final rule, the Agency
intended to publish, in early 1998, a subsequent docunent
which takes simlar action to revoke the 1-hour standard in
addi tional areas that have air quality that does not violate
the 1-hour standard and to take simlar action each year

t hereafter.

On May 18, 1998, the EPA published a proposal to
approve the identification of six additional ozone areas
attaining the 1-hour standard and to which the 1-hour
standard is no | onger applicable (63 FR 27247). Comments
were received on the proposal during the coment period
endi ng on June 17, 1998.

1. Summary of Today’'s Action

The purpose of this docunment is to respond to coments
received on the May 18th proposed rule and finalize the
identification of the six additional areas that EPA has

determ ned are not violating the 1-hour standard and,



therefore, with respect to which the 1-hour standard no
| onger applies. The newy identified areas are: Dayton-
Springfield, Onio; Detroit-Ann Arbor, M chigan; Warrick
County, Indiana; G and Rapids, M chigan; Poughkeepsie, New
York; and Morgan County, Kentucky.
I11. Public Coments and EPA Responses

The foll ow ng di scussion sumarizes and responds to the
comments received on the proposed rule published on May 18,
1998 (63 FR 27247).
Comment: The commenter states that clean nonitoring data
al one are an insufficient |legal basis for revocation of the
applicability of the 1-hour standard in these areas and that
all requirenents of section 107(d)(3)(E) of the Act nust be
met in order to have the standard revoked.
Response: The Agency previously addressed this question
inits promulgated rule of June 5, 1998 (63 FR 31014) and
i ncorporates by reference the discussion of this issue
therein. In brief, as this action is not a redesignation,
but rather a determ nation that the 1-hour NAAQS no | onger
applies to certain areas, pursuant to the regul ations
promul gated in July 1997 as part of the rul emaki ng regarding
the ozone NAAQS (40 CFR section 50.9(b)), the redesignation
requi renents of section 107(d)(3)(E) do not apply to this

action. These reqgulations provide the legal basis for this



action and specify the criteria that nust be net--the

determ nation by EPA that an area has air quality neeting

t he standard.

Comrent: The commenter states that many of the areas
contribute to downwi nd air quality problens in Canada.
Response: Section 115 does not play a role in today’s

rul emaki ng acti on because (1) EPA has not received any study
or petition froman international agency; (2) today’'s action
does not inpose or revoke any air quality neasures, as a
result, the inpact is neutral; and (3) the criteria for
determ ning the standard does not apply do not include an
anal ysis of international inpacts. Furthernore, the EPA has
not received any comments fromthe governnment of Canada or
private Canadian citizens regarding this matter. |n ongoing
di scussi ons between the EPA and the Canadi an governnent, the
overall benefits of the nitrogen oxides (NOx) State

i npl ementation plan (SIP) call (62 FR 60318, Novenber 7,

1997) as a vehicle to deal with transport are w dely

recogni zed.

Comment: Data considered for this rul emaking are inconplete.
The commenter notes a problemw th mal functioning ozone
monitors in Allegan County, M chigan and suspect nonitoring
conducted in Warrick County. In addition, the conmenter

notes that the New Haven, M chigan ozone nonitor was not



functioning during the May 1998 ozone epi sode.

Response: The EPA is only considering conplete, quality
assured air quality data in this rulemaking. Today’'s action
does not consider 1998 air quality data, because these data
have not yet been quality assured and have not been reported
to the EPA. The 1995-1997 period was chosen because it was
the nost recent 3-year period at the tine of this rule for
whi ch EPA and the States had conpl et e dat a. Wth respect
to the question of malfunctioning nonitors in Al egan
County, this rul emaki ng does not deal with Allegan County,
therefore the cooment is irrelevant to this rul emaking
action. Wth regard to coments on the quality of Wrrick
County, |ndiana ozone data, EPA considered only quality
assured ozone data for the 1995-1997 period and has no
reason to suspect the quality of the ozone data supplied by
the State of Indiana. Furthernore, the comrenter provides
no docunentation to support the claimof suspicious ozone
data in Warrick County. As to the comment that the nonitor
in New Haven, M chigan was not functioning during May 1998,
draft air quality data reports for 1998 indicate that this
monitor was, in fact, running during the May 1998 period and
has not recorded any exceedances of the 1-hour ozone NAACS.
Comment: The commenter notes that mneteorol ogical conditions

in 1996 and 1997 were atypical and a neteorol ogical analysis



shoul d be included to show whet her the areas have attained
t he 1-hour standard.

Response: The Agency previously addressed this concern
regarding variations in nmeteorol ogical conditions inits
final rule pronulgated on June 5, 1998 (63 FR 31014) and

i ncorporates that discussion by reference. Attainnment of
the ozone NAAQS is determ ned using three consecutive years
of data to account for variations in meteorol ogical
conditions, as well as variations in volatile organic
conpounds (VOC) and NOx em ssions. The ozone NAAQS is
designed to take into account such variations.

Comrent: Moddeling predicts continued violations of the 1-
hour NAAQS in these areas.

Response: The EPA' s authority for this action is based on
the regul atory provisions adopted when it pronul gated the
8- hour ozone NAAQS in July 1997 (62 FR 38856 (July 18,
1997)). Those regulations, in 40 CFR 50.9(b), provide that
the “1-hour standard set forth in this section will no

| onger apply to an area once EPA determ nes that the area
has air quality neeting the 1-hour standard.” Those

regul ations specify a single criterion for determ ning that
the 1-hour standard no | onger applies--the determ nation by
EPA that an area has air quality neeting the 1-hour

standard. The EPA believes that is the only criterion that

10



may be applied in this rul emaking, and that it has been
satisfied in the case of all the areas covered by this
action. |In essence, the coomenters' issue, properly viewed,
is not with the action being taken at this tinme, but with
the regul atory provision on which this action is based. That
regul ati on was pronulgated in July 1997, the commenters

i ssues are, therefore, untinely.

Comment: Areas are in nonconpliance with their maintenance
pl ans. The comenter notes that Detroit, M chigan has
experi enced exceedances of the ozone NAAQS, despite the

i npl ementation of required contingency neasures.

Response: Under section 107 of the Act, in order to be
redesi gnated, the Adm ni strator nust approve a nai ntenance
pl an that neets the requirenents of section 175(A) of the
Act. Section 175(A) requires mai ntenance plans to include
contingency neasures sufficient to “pronptly correct any
violation of the standard which occurs after the

redesi gnation of the area as an attainnent area.” On Mrch
7, 1994, the EPA published the final approval of the

redesi gnation request and mai ntenance plan for the Detroit
area. Subsequently, the area violated the ozone standard
and, in accordance with the approved nai ntenance plan, the
area inplenented two contingency neasures, a low volatility

gasol ine program and an expansion of the Stage | gasoline
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vapor recovery program Since that tinme, the area has
experi enced exceedances, but not violations of the ozone
standard. As the area is attaining the standard, it
satisfies the criterion for revocation of the NAAQS
specified in 40 CFR section 50.9(b). 1In fact, the
exceedances experienced in the area in May 1998 occurred
prior to the control period for the low volatility gasoline
program which runs fromJune 1 to Septenber 15. As a
result, Mchigan has inplenented its approved mai ntenance
plan in the Detroit area and the contingency neasures appear
to be working as designed to prevent future violations of
the 1-hour ozone NAAQS.

Comment: The EPA has determ ned that these areas interfere
wi th downw nd areas’ abilities to attain the 1-hour standard
for ozone.

Response: The EPA is addressing this issue in the Eastern
United States through the NOx SIP call, which EPA has
proposed (62 FR 60318, Novenber 7, 1997). The proposal
woul d place controls for NOx em ssions in |arge geographic
upwi nd areas that contain both attai nnent and nonatt ai nnent
areas. The controls would reduce NOx em ssions and, as a
result, ozone levels. The EPA has al so been petitioned,
under section 126(b) of the Act, to place controls on upw nd

stationary sources of NOx em ssions. Mre generally, it

12



shoul d be noted that upwi nd sources are subject to section
110(a)(2) (D) regardl ess of whether the 1-hour standard
continues to apply to them Accordingly, a determ nation
that the 1-hour standard does not apply to upwi nd areas does
not preclude additional reductions in the upw nd areas.
Furthernore, the only criterion specified in 40 CFR section
50.9(b) for revocation is EPA's determ nation that the area
itself is nmeeting the standard and the factor referred to by
the comenter is not relevant to that issue.

Comrent: Children’s health will be disproportionately and
adversely affected by this rule.

Response: EPA disagrees with this comment. Today’' s action
will not result in dimnished controls or worsened air

qual ity.

Comrent: A group of commenters expressed concern that EPA
did not revoke the 1-hour NAAQS for the San Franci sco Bay
area despite its continued violations, but did revoke the
NAAQS for other areas designated attainment. The commenters
stated that EPA s approach m sapplies 40 CFR section 50.9
(the regul ati on governing revocation of the 1-hour
standard), violates the Act and | eads to inconsistent and
illogical results.

Response: The Agency previously addressed this comrent in

its final rule pronul gated on June 5, 1998 (63 FR 31014) and
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i ncorporates by reference that discussion. The EPA is
continuing the approach enployed in the earlier notices.

The Presidential nenorandum of July 16, 1997 (62 FR 38421,
July 18, 1997) states, “For areas where the air quality does
not currently attain the 1-hour standard, the 1-hour
standard will continue in effect.” This policy should

i ncl ude mai ntenance and attai nnment areas which currently
violate the 1-hour standard. |In addition, on Decenber 29,
1997, Richard D. WIson, Acting Assistant Adm nistrator for

Air and Radi ation, issued guidance, entitled Guidance for

| npl enenting the 1-Hour Orone and Pre-Existing PMLO NAACS,

which reiterates that “The EPA will not revoke the 1-hour
standard in an area that is violating that standard.” The
EPA believes that to determ ne that the 1-hour standard
ceases to apply to the Bay Area would m sl ead the public
into thinking their health was not at risk. The EPA wll

not revoke the 1-hour NAAQS in an area that neasures
violations during the prior 3-year period. The Bay Area had
a total of 43 exceedances and 17 viol ations of the 1-hour
standard since the June 1995 redesignation to attai nnment.
Therefore, for all of the above reasons, the Agency believes
that it is prudent to keep the 1-hour standard in place for
t he Bay Area.

In addition, EPA disagrees that its actions are

14



inconsistent or arbitrary. The comrenters point out that an
area with clean data for all years in the 1990's, except for
four or nore exceedances in one year, nmay not receive a
determ nation that the standard will cease to apply, but an
area with exceedances in all years in the 1990's, except for
| ess than four exceedences in a 3-year period, may receive
such a determ nation. Factually, the commenters are correct
because the 1-hour NAAQS is based on air quality in a
consecutive 3-year period. After EPA revised the 1-hour
NAAQS, instead of imediately revoking it for all areas, EPA
determ ned that it should be phased out by a determ nation
that it would cease to apply on any area that attained it
for a 3-year period, beginning 1994-96 and conti nuing for
each 3-year period (on a rolling basis) after that.

Al t hough an area may experience exceedances after the 1-hour
standard is determ ned no |onger to apply, the new 8-hour
standard is designed to protect the air quality.

Comment: The commenter believes that retention of the

1- hour standard in maintenance and attai nment areas will not
pronote early attai nment of the 8-hour standard and EPA
cannot justify its approach based on a desire to protect air
qual ity.

Response: The Agency previously addressed this comrent in a

final rule promul gated on June 5, 1998 (63 FR 31014) and
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i ncorporates by reference that discussion. Mst, if not
all, of the neasures undertaken for the purpose of attaining
the 1-hour standard will assist in the attainment of the 8-
hour standard. This is because nost areas wth 1-hour
exceedances al so have 8-hour exceedances. As nobre neasures
are undertaken to neet the 1-hour standard, the 1-hour
concentrations conposing the 8-hour average will decrease in
magni tude, as will the nunber of 8-hour exceedances.
V. Analysis of Air Quality Data

This final action, to determ ne that the 1-hour
standard no | onger applies to selected areas, is based upon
anal ysis of quality-assured, anbient air quality nonitoring
data showi ng no viol ations of the 1-hour ozone standard.
The nethod for determ ning attai nment of the ozone NAAQS i s
contained in 40 CFR part 50.9 and Appendi x H to that
section. The |evel of the 1-hour primary and secondary
NAAQS for ozone is 0.12 ppm

The 1-hour standard no | onger applies to an area once

EPA determ nes that the area has air quality not violating
the 1-hour standard. Determ nations for this docunent were
based upon the nost recent data available, i.e., 1995-1997
data. Detailed air quality data information used for
today’s determ nations is contained in the Technical Support

Docunment (TSD) to Docket No. A-98-109.
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V. Tables

The ozone tables codified in today’s action are
significantly different fromthe tables now included in 40
CFR part 81. The current 40 CFR part 81 designation
listings (revised Novenber 6, 1991 and nost recently revised
June 5, 1998) include, by State and NAAQS pol lutant, a brief
description of areas within the State and their respective
designation. Today's final action includes conpletely new
entries for the six additional ozone areas identified where
the 1-hour standard no | onger applies.
VI. Oher Regulatory Requirenents
A. Executive Order 12866

Under Executive Order 12866 (58 FR 51735 (Qctober 4,
1993)), the Agency nust determ ne whether the regulatory
action is “significant” and therefore subject to Ofice of
Managenment and Budget (OVB) review and the requirenments of
t he Executive Order. The OVB has exenpted this regulatory
action from Executive Order 12866 review.
B. Rule Effective Date

The EPA finds that there is good cause for this action
to becone effective i mediately upon publication because a
del ayed effective date is unnecessary due to the nature of
this action, which is a determ nation that the 1-hour ozone

standard no | onger applies. The immedi ate effective date
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for this action is authorized under both 5 U S. C. 553
(d)(1), which provides that rul emaking actions may becone
effective |l ess than 30 days after publication if the rule
“grants or recogni zes an exenption or relieves a
restriction” and section 553(d)(3), which allows an
effective date |l ess than 30 days after publication “as
ot herwi se provided by the agency for good cause found and
published with the rule.”
C. Regulatory Flexibility Act

Under the Regulatory Flexibility Act, 5 U S.C. 601 et
seq., EPA nust prepare a regulatory flexibility analysis
assessing the inpact of any proposed or final rule on snal
entities (5 U S.C 603 and 604), unless EPA certifies that
the rule wll not have a significant inpact on a substantial
nunber of small entities. Small entities include snal
busi nesses, small not-for-profit enterprises, and governnment
entities with jurisdiction over popul ations of |ess than
50,000. The EPA is certifying that this final rule wll not
have a significant inpact on a substantial nunber of small
entities, because the determ nation that the 1-hour standard
ceases to apply does not subject any entities to any
addi ti onal requirenents.
D. Unfunded Mandat es

Under section 202 of the Unfunded Mandat es Ref orm Act

18



of 1995 (UMRA), EPA nust prepare a budgetary i npact
statenent to acconpany any proposed or final rule that
i ncludes a Federal nmandate that may result in estimted
costs to State, local, or tribal governnents in the
aggregate; or to private sector, of $100 million or nore.
Under section 205, EPA nust select the nost cost effective
and | east burdensone alternative that achieves the
objectives of the rule and is consistent with statutory
requi renents. Section 203 requires EPA to establish a plan
for informng and advising any small governnents that may be
significantly or uniquely inpacted by the rule.

The EPA has determ ned that today’ s action, as
pronul gated, woul d not include a Federal mandate that may
result in estimated costs of $100 million or nore to either
State, local, or tribal governnents in the aggregate or to
the private sector. This Federal action inposes no new
requi renents. Accordingly, no additional costs to State,
| ocal, or tribal governnents, or to the private sector,
result fromthis action.
E. Subm ssion to Congress and the General Accounting Ofice

Under 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A), as added by the Smal
Busi ness Regul atory Enforcenent Fairness Act of 1996, EPA
submtted a report containing this rule and other required

information to the U S. Senate, the U S. House of
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Representatives and the Conptroller Ceneral of the Ceneral
Accounting Ofice prior to publication of the rule in
today’s Federal Register. This rule is not a “major rule”
as defined by 5 U S.C. 804(2).
F. Petitions for Judicial Review

Under section 307(b)(1) of the Act, petitions for
judicial review of this action nust be filed in the United
States court of Appeals for the appropriate circuit by
[insert date 60 days fromdate of publication]. Filing a
petition for reconsideration by the Adm nistrator of this
final rule does not affect the finality of this rule for the
pur poses of judicial review nor does it extend the tinme
within which a petition for judicial review may be fil ed,
and shall not postpone the effectiveness of such rule or
action. This action may not be challenged later in
proceedings to enforce its requirenents (see section
307(b)(2)).
G Applicability of Executive Order (E. Q) 13045

On April 21, 1997, the President signed an Executive
Order (13045) entitled “Protection of Children from
Envi ronmental Health Risks and Safety Risks.” This is the
primary directive to Federal agencies and departnents that
Federal health and safety standards now nust include an

eval uation of the health or safety effects of the planned
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regul ation on children. For rules subject to the Executive
Order, agencies are further required to issue an explanation
as to why the planned regulation is preferable to other
potentially effective and reasonabl e feasible alternatives
consi dered by the Agency.

This final rule is not subject to E.O 13045, entitled
“Protection of Children from Environnental Health Ri sks and
Safety Risks” (62 FR 19885, April 23, 1997), because this is
not an economcally significant regulatory action as defined
by E.O 12866, and it does not involve decisions on
environnental health risks or safety risks that may
di sproportionately affect children.

Li st of Subjects in 40 CFR Part 81

Environnmental protection, Air pollution control,

Nat i onal parks, W/I derness areas.

Dat ed:

Carol M Browner,
Adm ni strat or
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For the reasons set out in the preanble, title 40, chapter
1, part 81, of the Code of Federal Regulations is anended as
fol |l ows:

PART 81- [ AVENDED]

1. The authority citation for part 81 continues to read as
fol |l ows:

Authority: 42 U S C. 7401, et seq.

2. In 8 81.315, the table entitled “Indi ana- Ozone (1- Hour
Standard” is anended by revising the entry for “Warrick
County” to read as foll ows:

§ 81. 315 I ndi ana.

* * * * *

| NDI ANA- OZONE ( 1- HOUR STANDARD)

Desi gnhati on C assification

Desi gnat ed Area
Dat et Type Dat et Type

* * % * * * *
[insert

Warrick County Area: date of

publica-

Warrick County....... ti on]

1 hr.std.N A2

* * *x k% * *x *

This date is June 5, 1998, unl ess ot herw se noted.

21 hour standard Not Applicable.
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3. In §8 81.318, the table entitled “Kentucky-QOzone (1-Hour
Standard)” is anmended by revising the entry for “Mrgan County
Area” to read as foll ows:

§ 81.318 Kent ucky.

* * * * *

KENTUCKY- OZONE (1- HOUR STANDARD)

Desi ghati on C assification

Desi gnat ed Area
Dat et Type Dat et Type

* * % * * * *
[insert

Morgan County Area: date of

publica-

1 hr.std.N A2

Morgan County........

tion]

* * *x k% * *x *

This date is June 5, 1998, unl ess ot herw se not ed.

21 hour standard Not Applicable.

4. In § 81.323, the table entitled “M chi gan- Ozone ( 1- Hour
Standard” is anended by revising the entries for “Detroit-Ann

Arbor Area” and “Grand Rapids Area” to read as foll ows:
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§ 81.323 M chi gan.

* * * * *

M CHI GAN- OZONE ( 1- HOUR STANDARD)

Desi gnhati on C assification
Desi gnat ed Area
Dat et Type Dat et Type

* * * * * *x * )
Detroit-Ann Arbor Area: fare o

Li vi ngston County...... publ i ca-

I\/acorr‘g County. . y ...... e 1 hr.std.N.A2

Monroe County.......... 1 hr.std.NA>

Cakl and County......... 1 hr.std.N.A

St. dair County....... 1 hr.std.N.A

Washt enaw County. ... ... 1 hr.std.N.A

Wayne County........... 1 hr.std.NA
* * *x * * *x * 1 hr.std.N A2
G and Rapids Area: _

Kent County............. Lnse™ 11 hr.std. N A 2
Gtawa County........... putica- | 1 hr.std. N A 2

This date is June 5, 1998, unl ess ot herw se noted.
21 hour standard Not Applicable.

*x * * % %

5. In §8 81.333, the table entitled “New York-QOzone (1-Hour
Standard” is anended by revising the entry for “Poughkeepsie
Area” revising footnote 2 to read as foll ows:

§ 81.333 New York.

* * * * *

NEW YORK- OZONE (1- HOUR STANDARD)

Desi gnhati on C assification

Desi gnat ed Area
Dat et Type Dat et Type

* * *x % * *x *

linsert |1 hr.std. N A3

Poughkeepsi e Area: date of
Dut chess County........ fi“g'ni ca- .
O ange Count y [insert 1 hr . St d. N. A. .
(remainder)........ daeof |1 hr.std.NA
Put nam County ......... tion]
x ok Kk Kk Kk Kk % ([jlatnze;
publica-
tion]
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This date is June 5, 1998, unless otherw se noted.
21 hour standard Not Applicable for the renainder of Orange Co.
%1 hour standard Not Applicable.

*x * * % %

6. In 8 81.336, the table entitled “Chio-Ozone (1-Hour
Standard)” is anmended by revising the entry for “Dayton-
Springfield Area” to read as foll ows:

§ 81.336 nio.

* * * * *

OH O OZONE ( 1- HOUR STANDARD)

Desi ghati on C assification
Desi gnat ed Area
Dat et Type Dat et Type

* * % * * * *
Dayt on- Springfiel d Area: 1 hr.std. N'A'z

Clark County......... [ nsert 1 hr.std.NA 2

Greene County....... oubrica | 1 hr.std.N-A 2

Mani County ......... tion] 1 hr.std.NA

Mont gonmery County. . ...
* * % * * * *

This date is June 5, 1998, unl ess ot herw se noted.
21 hour standard Not Applicable.

* * * * *
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